I4O	THREE  YEARS  OF  CALM  BEFORE  THE STORM
patches, taken as a whole, probably cover the field fairly well, and
from the point of view of history they must furnish the criterion. The
only thing the diary can do is to supply a few illustrations to the
text, but these illustrations, historically, should never be considered
without the text. They are too likely to give one-sided and inadequate
impressions.
Our dispatches, also, must be read as a whole and over a period
of time to get the correct picture. Some of our dispatches, for instance,
might be regarded as inconsistent. For instance, one of our dis-
patches on the naval conversations (No. 1087), which I am told was
sent to the President, was based on the idea that the Japanese as a
whole are absolutely intransigent regarding the question of naval
parity and that there is complete solidarity in the country on that
issue. That is absolutely true at present, but a fortnight later
I wrote another dispatch (No. 1102) conveying the idea—though
only as guesswork and so stated—that when the Japanese eventu-
ally find that we mean business in maintaining the present ratios,
and that we intend to build and do build up to treaty strength, and
propose to continue that policy even if it means a naval race,
they, the Japanese, will seek a compromise rather than face such a
naval race, and that although they have burned their bridges behind
them, they are capable of remoulding public opinion and policy
over a period of time—even during the two years elapsing before
the treaty expires. This, as I said, can be but guesswork, but every-
body in the Embassy, including the Counsellor and the Naval and
Military Attaches, agrees that it is a sound guess. So the two
dispatches were not actually inconsistent : the first dealt with the
present, while the second had to do with the future if certain things
happen, namely, the clear and factual demonstration of our deter-
mination to construct and maintain our navy on a 5-3 proportion,
I only hope that the President, if he saw both dispatches, will get
this point.
WHY AMERICA SHOULD NOT REPEAL
THE EXCLUSION ACT
January 27, 1935
The Bishop Reifsniders, just returned from America, and the
Walter Edges, on their way around the world, came to tea. Reifsnider
told me of his talks with Hull, Castle, and others, chiefly with regard
to a repeal of the discriminatory provisions of the Exclusion Act of
1924. He tried to see Hearst in California to ascertain his attitude,
but Hearst was ill and couldn't see him. I do not think that this is
the time to approach the question ; of course the Act always rankles
and always will, but to repeal the discriminatory provisions now
would be interpreted by many as an indication of weakness and as a
desire to placate the martial spirit of Japan, and while lovely edi-
torials would be written about our graceful action in recognizing
Japan as an equal, it would not in the slightest degree alter Japanese

